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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 
A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible 
for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has 
been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 22 May 2007 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1, 16, 31, and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ogura et al (US Patent 6,189,056), hereinafter Ogura, and Naughton et al (US Patent 
6,020,881), hereinafter Naughton. 

Ogura teaches loading an application on a communication device, taught as the transfer 
of data to an "IBM ChipCard VW-200", that is used as a memory card when connected to a PC, 
and behaves as a PDA when it is removed from the PC's card slot, at col. 2, lines 29-41. 

However, Ogura fails to explicitly teach emulating a user interface for the application on 
the host device, wherein the emulated user interface generally corresponds in appearance to 
the user interface on the communication device, and executing the application only on the 
communications device. 

Naughton teaches a graphical user interface (GUI) for the control of networked devices, 
including "intelligent devices" similar to the ChipCard of Ogura. Furthermore, Naughton teaches 
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providing a user interface for an application on the host device (see col. 17, lines 1 1-42), and 
executing the application on the communications device (col. 9, lines 10-17). Furthermore, the 
emulated interface of Naughton can be said to generally correspond in appearance to the user 
interface on the communications device, as can be seen in the similarities of the Thermostat 
155 and the emulated interface 171 in Figs. 22a and 22b, and at col. 29, lines 32-59. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Ogura and Naughton before him to modify the system of Ogura to include the 
networked device control of Naughton. 

One would have been motivated to make such a combination for the advantage of 
controlling a remote device from a central user interface to provide an intuitive and simple 
system for such control. See Naughton, col. 1, lines 11-16. 

Claims 2-5, 7-10, 12-15, 17-20, 22-25, 27-30, 32-35, 37-40, 42-45, 47-54, and 56-59 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ogura, Naughton, and U.S. Patent 
Application Publication 2001/0041973 (Abkowitz et al). 

Referring to claims 2, 17, 32, and 47, Ogura and Naughton disclose the method and 
apparatus of claims 1 , 16, 31 , and 46 as explained above but fails to disclose emulating a 
device display area in conjunction with said user interface. Abkowitz, however, discloses in 
Figure 1 a user interface [100] provided by a management device, which comprises a device 
display area [120] pertaining to an associated communication device. Abkowitz further explains 
in paragraphs 14 and 15 that his invention allows users to more conveniently view and change 
how information will be displayed on communication devices with limited or different display 
capabilities. Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine Abkowitz's device display area with the host user 
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interface of Ogura and Naughton because the combination would have advantageously allowed 
users to view and modify how an application would have been displayed on a communication 
device with limited or different display capabilities. 

Referring to claims 3, 18, 33, and 48, Abkowitz discloses in paragraph 31 that the device 
display area [120] is provided in a frame [130] of a web page [100]. Said web page is inherently 
displayed on display [712] of the management device [700] in Figure 7. 

Referring to claims 4, 19, 34, and 49, Abkowitz discloses in Figure 1 that the device 
display area [120] corresponds in appearance to a mobile communication device. 

Referring to claims 5, 20, 35, and 50, Abkowitz discloses in Figure 5 that a graphics 
display area [550] is emulated within said device display area [520]. 

Referring to claims 7, 22, 37, and 51, Abkowitz discloses in Figure 5 and further explains 
in paragraph 46 that output of an executing application is routed to the graphics display area 
[550]. 

Referring to claims 8, 23, 38, and 52, Abkowitz discloses in Figure 1 that the device 
display area [120] corresponds in appearance to a mobile communication device. 

Referring to claims 9, 24, 39, and 53, Abkowitz discloses in paragraph 45 that the user 
can configure the display capabilities of the graphics display area. 
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Referring to claims 10, 25, 40, and 54, Abkowitz discloses in Figure 5 that a user 
interface area [550] is provided within said device display area [520]. 

Referring to claims 12, 27, 42, and 56, Abkowitz discloses in Figure 1 that the user input 
display area corresponds in appearance to a mobile communication device. 

Referring to claims 13, 28, 43, and 57, Abkowitz discloses in paragraph 45 that the user 
can configure the layout of the user input area. 

Referring to claims 14, 29, 44, and 58, Abkowitz discloses in paragraph 46 that the act of 
emulating the device display area is mirroring the display of said communication device. 

Referring to claims 15, 30, 45, and 59, Abkowitz discloses in paragraph 46 that the act 
of emulating the device display area is mirroring the actions of said communication device. 

Claims 11, 26, 41, and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ogura, Naughton, and Abkowitz, as applied to claims 10, 25, 40, and 54 above, and further 
in view of Paroz (US Patent 6,587,125). 

Ogura, Naughton and Abkowitz disclose the method and apparatus of claims 10, 25, 40, 
and 54 as explained above, but fail to disclose routing user input provided in the user input area 
to said communication device. Paroz, however, discloses in col. 3, lines 48-67 and col. 4, lines 
1-2 a method and apparatus for controlling a first computing device from a second computing 
device wherein a user interface is generated on the second computing device that is logically 
equivalent to the user interface on the first computing device. The equivalent user interface 
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then enables control of the first computing device in an intuitive manner by routing user input 
from the second computing device to the first computing device. Accordingly, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in. the art at the time the invention was made to route user 
input from a host device to a communication device as taught by Paroz in combination with the 
teachings of Ogura, Naughton and Abkowitz because it would have been beneficial to interact 
with the communication device using an equivalent but more accessible interface. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 22 May 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments of pages 9-1 1 center around the premise that Ogura and 
Naughton fail to teach the claimed limitation of, "the emulated user interface generally 
corresponds in appearance to the user interface on the communication device". The examiner 
respectfully disagrees. As cited above, "the emulated interface of Naughton can be said to 
generally correspond in appearance to the user interface on the communications device, as can 
be seen in the similarities of the Thermostat 155 and the emulated interface 171 in Figs. 22a 
and 22b, and at col. 29, lines 32-59." It can plainly be seen from Figs. 22a and 22b that the 
emulated interface 171 of Fig. 22b at least generally reflects the actually interface of the 
Thermostat 1 55. 

Furthermore, the examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's assertion that as 
Naughton teaches an "ideal" interface, that such a teaching precludes the user from 
experiencing the actual user interface on the device. There is no teaching in Applicant's citation 
of Naughton (col. 24, lines 28-29) that specifically states that an emulated interface be 
necessarily different from that of an actual interface, only that it be "an ideal graphical user 
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interface for controlling remote devices". Contrary to Applicant's belief, Naughton discloses at 
col. 9, lines 61-64 that, "in order to create a new product that is easy to use, product designers 
attempt to make the new product operate in a manner similar to an old product that the intended 
operator already knows how to operate." Futher, at col. 10, lines 15-17, Naughton states, "to 
design a graphical user interface that is easy to navigate, designers should organize the 
graphical user interface with a structure that most users already understand". Therefore, 
Naughton can at least be said to teach the motivation for implementing a user interface at least 
generally representative of that of a communications device, as it would be familiar to a user 
and thus easy to navigate and understand. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Michael Roswell whose telephone number is (571) 272-4055. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 6:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (571) 272-4048. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300, 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Michael Roswell 
7/30/2007 
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